that we can win the war by blockading and bombing
without ever having to invade the continent in force;
and if it is said by others that we cannot win the war
by bombing and blockading but must invade the con-
tinent by force; then it is essential for winning the war
that we make a right decision on this issue; and for this
purpose the issue must be discussed. And no one thinks
there is anything improper in discussing it. In exactly
the same way, if there are some who, in all sincerity,
believe that we can win without any fundamental
changes in our way of life; and if there are others
who with equal sincerity believe that we cannot win
without a fundamental change in our way of life, then
it is essential for winning the war that we should reach
a correct decision on this issue, and for this purpose
this issue must be discussed. The two cases are precisely
on all fours.

And yet it is assumed that this issue must not be
discussed. No, more than that, it is assumed that if
someone says something which is based on the assump-
tion that everything is going to be the same, then that
is quite all right, that is non-political, that can be
broadcast to the world by the B.B.C. But if, on the other
.hand, someone says something which is based on the
assumption that everything (or even something) is
going to be quite different, then that is talking politics,
that is wholly inadmissible, and, above all, it must not
be said on the B.B.C. This is intolerable. There are
two views, both sincerely held. It is assumed that we
can preserve national unity by attending to one view
only and sitting on those who hold the other. If these
so much as dare to express their disagreement, that is
subversive. All these things can be left,,it is assumed,
until after the war. But the issue between us is precisely
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